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ABSTBACT 

The basic purpose of th. s project was to improve the 
reading achievement of educationally disadvantaged students, but 
improvement was also anticipated in the areas of self-reliance, 
feelings of self-worth, attitudes toward reading, and attendance. The 
lUk subjects (56 second graders, 50 third graders, and 36 fourth 
graders) attended one of the Beading Besource Centers for one hour 
each day in groups of ten or less. The central core of the program 
consisted of Educational De?elopmental Laboratories materials, 
"Listen, Look, and Learn," while additional use was made of the 
controlled reader, the look and write program, Tach-x recognition 
training, the aud-x for word and skills introduction, and individual 
and small group reading. Evaluative data showed that the centers (1) 
were successful in improving reading grade level achievement; (2) 
needed to place more emphasis on word meaning, paragraph meaning, and 
word study skills; (3) did not contribute to iiiCreased feelings of 
personal worth and self-reliance; (U) contributed to improved student 
attitudes toward reading; and (5) contributed only slightly to 
improved attendance patterns. Included are test results and other 
materials related to the project. (JM) 
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Section I 



Introduction 



As early as 1965 the Glendale Elementary School District #40 



became aware of apparent deficiencies in reading achievement among 



program was developed and implemented in an effort to improve the 
reading skills of educationally deprived children within the district. 
The results of the first year of the ESEA Title I reading program have 
been reported previously and appear in ERIC ( Research In Education ) 
under document #ED082150. 

This report represents efforts to report the.results of the second 
year of the supportive reading program as it functioned tn the Glendale 
Elementary School District during the 1973-74 school year. 



The basic purpose of this Title I project was to improve the reading 
achievement of educationally disadvantaged students. Improvement was 
also anticipcted in such areas as self reliance, personal worth, attitudes 
toward reading, and attendance. 

In pursuing the above mentioned goals the following objectives were 

established: 

1. By May 30, 1974, seventy percent of the selected children will 
make an eight month or more gain in reading g/ade placement as measured 
by pre-post test I'esults of the Slosson Oral Reading Test. 

2. By May 30, 1974, seventy percent of the selected fourth grade 
children will show an eight month or more gain in: Word meaning, para- 
graf meaning, and word study skills as measured by pre-post test results 
of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT). 



educationally disadvantr.ged children. 




supporative reading 



Goals and Objectives 



ERIC 



G 



« 

2. 

3. A majority of the weloctod students will show a gain in solf 
reloanco and personul worth as measured by pre-post test percentile 
scores on the appropriato subtests of the Califomlft Test of Personality 

« (CTP). 

4. By May 30, 1974, the selected students will show an improvement 
in their attitude toward reading as measured bv pre-post tost results 
of a reading attitude inventory. 

5. Attendance patterns for the selected children will improve 
during the present school year when compared to the prior school year. 

In addition to the above objectives it was hoped that the Parent 

« 

Advisory Council (PAC) and classroom teachers who had- students participatini 
in the Reading Resource Centers would have a positive reaction to the 
Reading Resource Centers as measured by a project de/eli*pc:d survey 
instrument. Also, It was hoped that the classroom teachers would react 
positively to the classroom instructional aides, a new component in this 
year's project, as measured by a project developed survey Instrument. 
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Section II 
Program Description 

In pursuing the objectives established for this pi^oject year, 
standardized tests were administered, responses to an attitude inventory 
were collected, and prior and present year attendance figures were 
collected. In addition, classroom teacher's and PAC's reactions to 
the project were sought. The data collected was analyzed in an effort 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the project. 

Selection of Subjects 

Students selected to attend the Reading Resource Centers were selected 
by means of several criteria. 

Scores were used from a district-wide achievement test given in the 
spring of 1973. The test used was the Stanford Achievement Test. 

Ml students participating in the Reading Resource Centers had to 
score in the fourth stanine or below on the reading portion of the test, 
and be recommended by their classroom teacher. 

To qualify for the program, each of the target students had to have 
an I.Q. of 80 or above. This was in an attempt to exclude slow or 
retarded children from the program and to deal only with those children 
who were underachlevers capable of increasing their reading achievement . 

The Reading Resource Center reading specialists played a significant 
role in the screening and selection of participants during this second 
year of operation. 

A total of 142 children participated in the project. This number 
included 56 second graders (39.4%), 50 third graders (35.2%), and 36 
fourth grader8(25.4%) . A total of 10 of those program participants 
(7.0%) were non-public school students. 
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The olhnlc backRround of tho DurtirJpnnts was primarily Spanish 
Hurnamo (71.3V). However, 26.8'tf oC tho participants were whlto, .7% 
was black, and 1.4'^ wore other (oriental). 

• Identifying D isadvantaged Children 

Based upon the most recont data of tho U.S. census bureau (1970), 
numbers rocoiving aid for dependent children, and number of foster 
children, approximately 920 children from low income families wore Idoiit- 
if led. Tho three schools with the highest percentage (over the district 
average of 12.56%) were selected as target schools, for .this KSKA Title I 
project . 

Tho three schools selected with the highest concentration of 
children from low-income families were the Harold W. Smith School (29%), 
Isaac K. Imes School (27%), and the Unit I School (16%). 

Using the criteria previously described^ approximately 200 ed- 
ucationally deprived children in the second, third, and fourth grades, 
wore selected from the three target schools. A total of 142 children 
participated in the project. 

Reading Resource Cent<?rs 

Centers were set up as separate but cooperating units with ono 
teacher and one educational assistant in each unit. Each unit had no 
more than 30 children assigned to it. Chi1drc?n attended the center 
one hour each day in groups of ten or loss. 

Each teacher had four instructional hours a day, and all instruction 
^ was done on an individual basis or in small groups. 

Educational Developmental Laboratories (EDL), materials "Listen, 
Look, and Learn," were used as th(} central core for the program. 
Along with this program, use was made of the controlled reader, the 
look and wiitc program, Tach-x recognition training, the Aud-x for word 



Md skills introduction, and individual and small group reading. 
Rsading Resource Center staff supplemented the EDL program to meet 
student needs recognized from the first year's experiences. 

The EDL program was selected to serve as the core of inrstructlon 
because: A core-system had been found to be advantageous, EDL is 
ftdaptable to many different ages and reading needs, EDL could provide 
individualization in the program, and this program was totally different 
from the program used in the regular classroom. 

The Reading Resource Centers were setup to deal with a child over 
a period of one year or more with stress placed upon the idea of 
success each day for the child. 

The Reading Resource Centers' program was under the direction of-, 
one administrative director, with five reading specialists and five 
educational assistants manning the centers. Additionally, after 
January 1974, the reading specialists and educational assistants in 
the centers also received assistance from classroom instructional al<'es 
who were scheduled into the centers on a regular basis. Although each 
of the five units used the same basic materials, each reflected the 
personalities of the individuals working there. Widespread use of 
positive reinforcement was noticeable in each of the five centers. 

Classroom Instructional Aides 

In January 1974 a new component was added to the existing ESEA 
Title I project-Reading Resource Centers. This new component involved 
classroom instructional aides. 

Realizing that each child that comes to the Reading Center misses 
some instruction in his regular classroom, efforts were extended to 
compensate for this missed instruction. Classroom instructional aides 
were hired to enhance project participants' classroom instruction, and 
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to assist the regular clasaroom teacher so that he/she might have more 
of an opportunity to work with these children individually in those 
areas whtJro deficiencies were encountered. It was also hoped that 
some of the learning which took place in the Reading Centers could 
reinforced in the regular classroom via instruct ic^nal aides who also, 
worked in the Reading Centers. 

A classroom Instructional aide Muin scheduled into the Reading 
Center for approxlmatt?ly one hour each day. The aide was also scheduled 
to work in the regular classroom with the children who came to the 
Reading Center. Where possible the aide was scheduled to work in the 
classroom with the same children she worked with in the Reading Center. 
The amount of time an aide was scheduled into a classroom was dependent 
upon the number of children in that room who attended the Title I 
Reading Centers, e.g., 1 or 2 children- 1 hour of the aide's time, 3 
or more childron= 2 hours of tho aide's time. 

A total of 18 classroom instructional aides were involved in the 
project from January 1974 to May 1974. 

Each of the aides received three days of preserve ce training aAd 
three insorvlco training sessions of varying length to "better prepare 
them to work effectively and efficiently within the Reading Centers 
and the regular classroom. 
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Section III 
Results 

# 

Various instruments wore used and data collected in an effort to 
• obtain meaningful information regarding the effectiveness of the Title I 
. project. Used in the evaluation were: 

Slosson Oral Reading Test (SORT) 
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) 
California Test of Personality (OTP) 
Reading Attitude Inventory 

Attendance Records (Previous and Present Years) 
Parent Advisory Council Evaluation 
Classroom Teacher Survey 

» 

Slosson Oral Reading Test ; 

Analysis of the results of the SORT Indicates the project was 
successful in reaching objective 1 which stated: 

objective 1: By May 30, 1974, seventy percent 
of the selected children will make an eight 
month or more gain in reading grade placement 
as measured by pre-post test r< suits of the SORT. 
The average gain (9/73-5/74) in reading achievement for the total 
group of 130 participants for whom pre and post tests were available, 
was 1 year 8 months (1.83). Ten (10) students form Our Lady of- 
Perpetual Help realized an average gain of 1 year 3 months. The 
^ remaining (120) public school students realized an average gain of 1 
year 9 months. Second graders realized and average of 2 years 1 month; 

m 

third gradors, 1 year 6 months; and fourth graders 1 year 6 months. 

A sizeable percentage (96.2%) of the project participants made 
an eight month or more gain in reading grade level placement, and 93.1% 
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made & 9 month gain in reading grade level placement. 

A total of 125 participants averaged 1 month or more gain in 

Reading Achievement for each month spent in the Reading Resource 

Centers. The figure represents 96.2% of the participants. A total 

of 70 participants or 58.5% averaged 2 months or. more gain in -eadittg 

achievements for each month spent in the Centers. 

A more detailed break-down of students* average monthly gain per 

month in the project may be found in appendix A. 

Stanford Achievement Test(SAT) 

Results of the SAT indicates the project was unsuccessful in 

reaching objective 2 which stated: 

objective 2 : By May 30, 1974, Seventy 
percent of the selected fourth grade 
children will show an eight month or 
more gain in: word meaning, paragraph 
meaning, and word study skills as 
measured by pre-post test results of the 
SAT. 

The school district elected to administer a new edition of the 
Stanford Achievement Test to second and third graders in May. This 
new addition was not comparable with the older edition and consequently 
results were not available for second and third graders relative to 
word meaning, paragraph meaning, and word study skills. Fourth grade 
participants were tested by Reading Center Personnel utilizing the 
older edition of the SAT. Thus, data was available for fourth grade 
participants only relative to those skills indicated above: 
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Word moaning subtest - Average gain was 8 months 

Paragraph meaning subtest - Average gain was 1 year 1 month 
« Word study skills subtest - Average gain was 7 months 

A majority of tho fourth grade participants (52%) made an 8 month or 
more gain in grade levol placement in word meaning skills. A siseabXt 
percentage (66.7%) made an 8 month or more gain in grade placement in 
paragraph meaning skills, and less than a majority (43.3%) made an 8 
.month or more gain in grade level placement in word study skills. 
These same percentages of participants would have realized an average 
of 1 month grov.th for each month of participation in the centers for 
each of the skill areas ol word meaning, paragraph meaning, and study 
•kills. 

A more detailed break-down of students' average monthly gain per 
month in the project may be found In appendix B. 

California Test of Personality ( CTP) 

The project fell short of reaching objective 3 which was 8tat.ed: 

objective 3: A majority of the 
selected students will show a gain 
in self reliance and personal worth 
as measured by pre-post test percentile 
{■ scores on the appropriate subtests 

of the CTP. 

Less than a majority (47.7%) of the participants .increased in - 
their percentile placement bet.'^en pre and post testing on self reliance. 
Approximately twonty-flvo percent remained unchanged (.'25.4%), and a 
similar percentage decreased (26.9%) in their percentile placement 
between pre and post testing on self reliance. 
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Only 43.9% of the participants increased in their percentile 
placement between pre and post testing on personal worth. A smaller 
percentage (36.0%) decreased, and 19.2% remained unchanged in their 
percentile placement between pre and post testing on personal worth. 

* 

Reading Attitude Inventor y 

A sizeable percentage (77.7%) of the participants realized a gain 
In attitude toward reading between pre and post testing. Only 16.9% 
decreased in reading attitude between pre and post testing. These 
figures indicate that the project was successful in reaching objective 
4 which stated: 

objective 4: By May 30, 1974, the 
selected students will show an im- 
provement in their attitude toward 
reading as measured by pre-post test 
results of a reading attitude inventory. 
In September 1973, the participant's attitude toward reading was 
found to be positive (2.52) Their attitude at time of post testing 
(6/74) was also positive (2.73), with a gain realized since the protest. 
A copy of the reading attitude inventory may be found in appendix 

C. 

Attendenco Record s: 

Several of the target schools experienced mild epidemics of measles 
•to. which may have confounded the true ability of the Title I project 
to alter the attendance patterns of the participants. 
Thus, success or failure in reaching objective 6 is somewhat elusive. 
The objective was stated: 

objective 6: Attendance patterns 
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for tho seloctod children will improve 
during the present nchool year 
when compared to the prior school year, 
In Bpite of sicknesses which developed, the average gain in days 
attended last year (1972-73) and this year (1973-74) was .6 days. 
This is far below the average gain of 6.83 days realized during 
the 1972-73 project year. 

A majority of the participants (55.1%) showed an increase in the 
number of days attended between last year and this year. Also, 7,Q% 
remained unchanged and 37.3% showed a decrease in the number of days 
attended between last year and this year. 

In addition to the above objectives data was collected form the 
Parent Advisory Council (PAC) and the classroom teachers who had 
■tudentB participating in the Reading Resource Centers in an effort 
to assess their reactions to the Reading Resource Centers. 

Parent Advisory Council Evaluation (PAC) 

Si.x members of the PAC committee actually visited the Reading 
Resource Centers to observe the activities of the centers and to assist 
In evaluating tnese centers. 

The overall indication of the responses to the Parent Advisory 
Committee (PAC) evaluation instrument was that these parents were 
pleased with what they saw happening in thu centers. It was also 
indicated that what they saw happening greatly enhanced the possibility 
of the project reaching its objectives. 

A sizable percentage (67%) of the parents completing the evaluation 
instrument indicated that they felt the Reading Center program was a 
beneficial program which in fulfilling buBlc reading needs of children, 
and uhould be used to benefit more children. 
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Thirty-throf porcnil (33'.;) folt tliv program was bonoli c i a I , hul f«»lt 
it 8h(»ul(l bo roKiiMc'i(>d to u llmitod numbor ol children with .si«v<'n» 
rcadinK problemH. 

A more dtnalUd unalywls of tho PAC evaluation Instrument may ho 
found in appendix D. A copy of tho evaluation Instrument and ct»v»'r 
lot tor may also be found in appendix D. 
ClaHHroom Toaehor Surv<?y 

An instrument was dovoU^ped to determine the reactions of the 
teachers to the Reading Resource Centers and olassroom-ald<; components 
of the Title I project. Only clasBroom teachers with students 
partlcipntinR in tho centers were surveyed. 

A total of twenty-eicht (28) classroom toachers had students 
participating in the centers. Each of them recoived a copy of the 
instrument for their responses. Twenty-four (24) of these teachers 
returned the survey instrument to the ovaluator. This represents 
an 85.7% rate of return. 

An analysis of the data which appears in the tables on tho 
following pages reveals that n sizable porcentafi© of the classroom 
teachers feel these children: 
(Section 1)^ 

1. Appear to bo educationally disadvantaged. 

2. Prof it ted from tho reading centers. 

3. Improved their reading skills. 

4. Have a more positive attitude towardu reading and school. 

5. Have had their inlorost in reading change In a positive direction 

6. Take pride in their work and accomplishments. 

7. Wore anxious to attend the reading centers. 

17 



8. Iluvo improvi^d in hc I f-tmaKo. . 

9. Havf improvfd in Iholr ronditiK skillH as u rr»sult of tholr 
rfttding ccntor oxp(»rionco8. 

10, Hud oxcoUont or wood uttondano.o during this school year. 

Less ihnn a majcity (50.0':) felt those children had a more positive 
altJtudo toward thoir classmates, and 15. R';, felt those children had 
a more positive attMude towards other r.ub.jects. 

Less than a majority (45. sr;) fi.Ot these children gained more 
desirable work study habits as a result of their reading center ex- 
periences. However, 37.55« were uncertoin if those children had gained 
more desirable work study habits as a result of their readlni? center 
experiences, 

Only a small percentage of classroom teachers (25.07) felt theno 
children were more inclined to become engaged in independent reading. 
A greater percentage (33.3%) felt they were not so inclined. Aide, 
41.7% were uncertain relative to this question. 

A similar picture prevailed relative to these children's 
inclination to become engaged in leisure or free reading. A smal i 
percentage (.T7.5%) fcl ». they wore more Inclined and 37. 5^^ were uncertain 
if they were more inclined to become ongaged in leisure or free reading. 
Also, 25.0'.fl felt thoMO wtudents were not more inclined. 

A sizable percentage (79.2%) of the classroom teachers responding 
felt the reading resource centers program was a beneficial program 
which fulfilled basic reading needs of chlldr<;n, and should bo used to 
benefit more children. Only two (?.) teachers or 8.3% felt the program 
Is in need of revision and none felt it should be abandoned. 

A more dctttlJed analynlM ol the classroom teacher survey may bci 
found in appendix 1^ along with the cover letter. 
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Gonorally, these classroom tcuchors are supportive of the (5) 
reading centers and rccoKnivse their contributions to the improvement 
of the reading skills of diKudvantaged children. 

An analysis of the data relative to the classroom teacher's 
foolinRS regardinK the classroom aides Involved in the Title I program 
was also revealing. (Section 2). It is indicated that a sizable 
percentage of the classroom teachers feel these classroom aides: 

1. Were effective in dealing with children in an Instructional 
setting. 

2. Vere effective in dealing with classroom teachers. 

3. Were able to follow directions or plans. 

4. Were willing to ask questions when something was not understood. 

5. Were effective in controlling children. 

6. Benefitted from their training program, and it assisted them 
in being more useful and capable within the classroom. 

7. Were excellent in appearance, enthusiasm, personality, 
patience, dependability, cooperation, and willingness to 
assume responsibility. 

Less than a majority (50%) felt the aides were excellent in 
promptness. Only 33.3% felt they were good in this category, and 
12.6% and 4.2% felt they wore fair and poor respectively. 

Less than half (45.8%) of those teachers felt the aides were 
excel lect in innovat ivenosa, and 25% folt they were good in this 
characteristic. However, 12.5% folt the aides were only falx' and 
16.7% folt thoy were poor in this category. 

Attendance of the aides was rated as excellent by 34.8% of these 



ERIC 



19 



15. 

teachers, and good by 39.1% of the classroom teachers. Thirteen 
(13.0%) percent of the teachers rated attendance fair and the same 
percentage rated it poor. 

The classroom teacher's overall reaction to the classroom aide 
component of this Title I project seems somewhat incongruous. While 
a sizable percentage of these teachers appear to feel the classroom 
aides were effective and conducted themselves in a desirable manner; 
only 41.7 % of them felt that the classroom aides were an important 
part of the program, and its loss would greatly endanger the effect- 
iveness of the program. Nine teachers or 37.5% felt the loss of the 
classroom aides would not seriously endanger the effectiveness of the 
program, and 3 or 12.5% felt they could do without classroom aides. 
Two or 8.3% indicated the classroom aide component did not function 
. long enough to really assess its benefit. 

It would appear that although the classroom aides are felt to be 
effective the teachers feel they are not really contributing significantly 
to the Title I program. (See appendix E)^ 
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Section IV 
Conclusions and Rcconunendatlons 

f 

Conclusions 

In view of the results, the following conclusions are advanced: 

1. The Rcadine Resource Centers have been successfal in improving 
the reading grade level achievement for the target students 
as measured by the Slosson Oral Reading Test. 

2. Stanford Achievement Test analysis suggests that although 
seventy percent of the fourth grade students did not show an eight 
month or more gain in word meaning, paragraph meaning, and 

word study skills, a majority of them showed an 8 month 
improvement in word meaning skills, and a sizable percentage 
showed and 8 month gain in paragraph meaning. Less than a 
majority showed an 8 month gain in word study skills. 
The Reading Resource Centers need to place more. emphasis on these skills. 

3. The centers have not contributed to an increase in feelings' 
of personal worth and self reliance for a majority of the 
participants. 

4. The Reading Resource Centers have contributed toward the 
improvement of participants' attitudes toward reading. 

5. The centers contribution to improved attendance patterns for 
participants is very slight and difficult to determine. 

6. The parents visiting the centers and assisting in the 
evaluation were pleased with the activities of the Reading 
Centers. 
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7. Classroom toachors with children participatinR in the centers 

aro supportive of the centers and recognize that thoy contribute 
to the improvement of the reading skills of disadvantaged 
children. 

Those same classroom teachers felt the classroom instructional 
aides were effective and conducted themselves in a dosii^able / 
manner. However, they feel the loss of these classroom aides 
would not seriously endanger the effectiveness of the Reading 
Resource Center program as it presently functions. 
This component may be given top consideration when and if 
budget limitations are imposed. 

Recommend at ions 

In view of the findings of this report, the following recommendations 
are offered: 

1. It is recommended that more sensitive instruments be in- 
vestigated, sought, and utilized in the measurement of 
various reading subskills. These instruments should be 
individually administered. 

2. It is recommended that a new, more sensitive, instrument be 
investigated, sought, and utilized in the measurement of 
self concept and reading attitudes. 

3. It is. recommended that evaluation of target student benefits 
received from a program such as these Reading Resource Centers 
be conducted utilizing an anticipated growth or gain based 
up(»n an average gain or growth ostabl i j^hed over prior years 
and indicated by a pre test achievement score. 
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Slosson Oral Reading Tesl. ResultB 
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Studento' Average Monthly Gain Ter Month In The Project 

Slosson Oral Rendinr: Tes t 
(Reported in Gr/ide Equivalent Month.'; or Fractions of Months) 
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0.0 
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0.0 
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5 



Y 
8 
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% 

9.6 
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1.6 
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5 
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9 
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9.6 
36.6 
2)4. 

4 
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2.0 or 
more 
months 



N 



)il 
18 
lY 

Y6 



Y8.8 
'13. 
'•5.9 

58.5 
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52 

37 

Grand 
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Appendix D 
Stanford Achievement Test Results 
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ApjuMidlx B 

Fourth Grade Stuiente* Averu{;e MoiH.hly (lain Por Month 

in the Project 
HtMn^'ord Arhi fivennMu. Test (PA'i') 



W 0 r d M e a n 1 n p; ? n b t f ' : : t 



Orade 
Level 



- . or 

more to 
_montb 
I % 



2.9 



.0 to I -5 to 



8 



•nth 



• month 



1.0 to 
1.1* 
month 



N 



O.C 7 



5! 



;?o.6 



1.5 to 
1.9 

month 



I! 



lh.7 



r>.0 or 
more 
monthn 



17 . 6 



tot a:; 



»1 1 




3 


Ib..I 


T 


3 9 









1.1 



30.6 



13.9 



8 



loo 0 



Word Study S 


.kills Subt 


e- s t 


— m 


1 r 


3 




13.3 



8 



6.7 



3«L 
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Appendix C 
Reading Attitude Invontory 



Appt?ndix C 



BEsr copy 



OLEIIDALE ELEKKirrARY SCHCOLS 
RBADIKG RESOURCE CENTERS 
READING ATTITUDE .SCALE 



KAluE 



SCHOOL 



Pleaao check onoj _^ Pretest ; 

PLEASE CIRCLE "YES" , "UNSURE'; OR "NO". 



Posttest 



1^ 


READING IS POR LEARMINC3? 


XJ^K> 


TYfJCTlPP 


JNU 


2. 


READING IS PUM? 






MO 




BOOKS ARK BORING? 


XJCftM 








SHARlKfQ RfiOKS IM ei^A«iQ TS A WASTE O;? T*TMP? 




tlKTCYTnP 






READING TS ONL.Y POP PPHPT^E WMO W^^MT 'PO flPT 










GOOD GRADES? 










BOOKS ARP U^UAT.T.Y GOOD PMOlTftT-rP 


VPQ 






r • 








NU 


ft 












f%iM X X 11 X AMw < 




ttUCTYDP 


uu 


9« 


YOU SHOITLD ONLY READ BOOKS IN SCHOOL? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


10. 


READING IS SOMETHING I DON^T NEED? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


11. 


MONEY SPENT ON BOOKS IS NOT WASTED? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


12. 


READING IS A GO^D V7AY TO SPEND SPARE TIME? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


13. 


READING IS IMPOt^trr TO MB? 


YES 


UNSURE 


HO 


14. 


THERE SHOULD BE MORE TIME FOR SPARE TIME 










READING DURING THE SCHOOL DAY? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


1?. 


THERE ARB MANY BOOKS WHICH 1 WOULD LIKE TO . 










READ? 


YES . 


UNSURE 


NO 


16. 


READING SHOULD BE A PART OP YOUR SUMMER 










V^CAT10N? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 


17. 


BOOKS MAKE GOOD PRESEirPS? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 




wAN BECOME SPECIAL FRIENDS? 


YES 


UNSURE 


NO 



\ 
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PAC Cover Letter and Evaluation Instrument 
PAC Evaluation Instrument Analysis 
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GLENDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 




Deer PAC Menbor: 

V/e sincerely welcome your participation in the 
• GlendcTle ElemeTitary School District Titlo I Project, 
and thank you for taking time to aid, us in <»vr»l'.!^tinc our 
proyr.-m and Heading Centers, 

Whi n you enter the Reading Centers we ask that you 
observe carefully such things as: Number of adults working 
with the children, number of children in the center, equipment 
available and used in the center, activities children are 
engaged in and materials they use in the center, children's 
general atmosphere of the center. 

At the conclusion of your visit to the center you will 
receive a form to complete. The form is designed for you to 
record your ob.servationo and any comment« you . may v/ish to make. 

We have tried to develop the form you will receive with 
our objectives in mind. You will observe situations which 
are not coverc?d on the form. Please feel free to ask 
questions of the adults you find working in the centers as 
you are comi:>loting the form and to add your comments to 
the form. 

Please return the form in the? envelope provided or leave 
the sealed envolone with the Reading Specialist in the 
center who will mail it directly to the ©valuator. 

Again, thank you for your assistance. 

Dr. Stanley R, Wurstcr 
External Kvaluntor 
Arir.ona State University 




Difttict No, 40 
aLHNN K BURTON, Supcrinlcnaent 
5730 NVeil Myrllc Avcnuo ^ Poit Office Box 247 

AriKona 85301 
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Reading Resource Center 



Title I Project 



PAC Evaluation 



Does your child attend this center? 



Yes 



No 



The goal of our Reading Centers and Title I project is 
to improve the reading performance for etiacationally dis- 
advantaged children in grades two, three, and four. Our 
objectives are designed to attain this goal. Please record 
your observations and reactions the best you can, and when 
necessary ask questions of the adults working in t»-'. centers. 

1. How many adults did you find in the center working with 

the children? 0 1 2 3 more than 

3 

Comments : 

2. Did sou find the children Working in small groups on 
different reading skills? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments : 

3. Children in the Centers advance in their reading lessons at 
their own speed, Do you feel that this is motivation and 
beneficial to the children? Yes No ' Uncertain 

Comments: 
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4« Did you find that as the children worked on their different 
reading skills, that the equipment they were using played 

an important parr in their learning progress? Yes 

No Uncertain 

Comments: 

5. Do you feel the children were motivated to work on their 
reading skills by using the equipment found in the Reading 
Center? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments : 

6. Did you find the children in the center receiving individual 

attention from the adults in the center? Yes No 

Uncertai n . , 

Comments 

7. Did you find that the children were busy during the period 

while they were in the center. Yes NO 

Uncertain 

Comments: 

8. Did you find the children using materials which appeared 
to be aiding the children in their reading skills? Yes 
No Uncertain . 

Comments: 
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9. Did you find that the children enjoyed the various activities 

in which they ware involved? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments: 

10. Did you find the atmosphere of the reading centers friendly, 

waru, and generally pleasant for the children? Yes 

No Uncertain 

Comments: 

11. Did you find that the children appear to tajce pride in their 

work and accomplishments in the Reading Center? Yes 

No U ncertian 

Comments: 

12. Did you find that the child's success was constantly encouraged 

by the adults in the Reading Center? Yes__ No 

Uncertain 

Comments: 

13. Did you find that the children were eager to ask for help 
when they needed it? Yes No ^Uncertain , 

Comments : 

14. Did you find that the adults in the center worked well with 
the children? Yes ^No .Uncertain 

Comments: 
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15. Did you find that the children knew what their tasks were 
and when nocossi\ry worked at these tasks independently or 

without beinc assisted by the adults in the center? Yes 

No Uncertain 

Comments: 

16; Did the children appear to be anxious to come to the center 

and somewhat reluctant to leave? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments: 

17. In (general, do you feel that the proceedures and type of 
student participation found in the Reading Center increases 

and strengthens student-teacher relationships? Yes 

No Uncertain 

Comments : 

18. Would you give your overall reaction to the Reading Center by 

« 

choosing one of the following: 

(a) A beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading needs 

of children, and should be used to benefit more children. 

(b) A beneficial program which Is fulfilling basic reading needs 
of children, but which should be restricted to a limited 
number of children with severe reading problems. 

^(c) A program with limited benefits to children in our district, 

and in need of major revision. 

(d) A program which offers little or no opportunity for children 

to impro%'e their basic reading skills, and should be 
abandoned. 

(e) Other (Please comment) 
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PAC Evaluation Instrument Analysis 
An analysis of the six (6) PAC evaluution instruments returned revealed 
the following: 

All respondents (100%) reported that: 

(4) As the children worked on their different reading skills, that 
the equipment they were using played an important part in 
their leafDlng progress. 

(5) The children were motivated to work on their reading skills 
by using the equipment found in the Reading Center. 

(7) The children were busy during the period while they wore in 
the center. 

(8) They found children using materials which appeared to be 
aiding the children in their reading skills. 

(9) Children enjoyed the various activities in which they were 
involved. 

(10) The atmosphere of the reading centers was friendly, warn, 
and generally pleasant for the children. 

(11) Children appeared to take pilde in their work and accomplish- 
ments in the Reading Center. 

(12) The child's success was constantly encouraged by the adults 
in the Reading Center. 

(14) Adults in the center worked well with the children. 

(16) Children appeared to be anxious to come to the center and 
somewhat reluctant to leave. 

(17) The procedures and type of student participation found in 
the Reading Center increases and strengthens student-teacher 
relationships. 

as 
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To the following items, 5 of the respondents (83%) responded 
favorably. Thus» a sizable majority Indicated: 

(2) Children were working in small groups on different reading 
skills. (1 (17%) did not respond to this item). 

(3) Children advancing at their own speed in the centers served 
as motivation and was beneficial to the children. (1 (17%) 
was uncertain). 

(6) They found children in the center revolving individual 

attention from the adults in the center. (1 (17%) responded 
no to this item). 

(13) Children were eager to ask for help when they needed it. 
(1 (17%) was uncertain in his response). 
(1) Four or 67% of the PAC members found two (2) and two or 

33% found three adults in the center working with the children. 

(15) Four or 67% indicated that the children knew what their tasks 
were and when necessary worked at these tasks independently 
or without being assisted by the adults in the center. 
Two or 33% did not find this to be true. 

(18) Four or 67% of the PAC members felt the Reading Center was 
a beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading 
needs of children, and should be used to benefit more 
children. Two or 33% felt it is a beneficial program, but 
felt it should be restricted to a limited number of children 
with severe reading problems. 

The overall indication of the responses to the PAC evaluation 

♦ 

instrument was that these parents were pleased and encouraged with 
what they saw happening in the centers. It is also indicated that what 
they saw happening greatly enhanced the possibility of the project 
ERjC reachlng its objectives. 3$ 
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D«ar Fallow Teachers: 
^ As you realize we have been involved in a Title I project under which 

« 

" our Reading Resource Centers and Classroom-Aides were funded for the 
year. We would like for you to aid us in evaluating our Title Z pro- 
grain. 

First « would you please take a few minutes to reflect upon your 
students who hiive participated in the Title I program. The first 
section of the attached form is designed for you to record your 
obssrvations and assesments of these students and to make comments 
vbsa necessary. 

• • 

Secondly, would you reflect upon the Title X Classroom-Aides with whom 
you havo worked this school year. The second section of the attached 
fom Is designed for you to record your estimation of the effectiveness 
of thess aides and their training program. Also, you will be asked 
to ssses various characteristics of these aides. 

* • * 

We have tried to develop this instrument, with our objectives in vlsw. 
.'.You will have had opportunities to observe situations, achievements, 

• « 

sad characteristics which are not covered In the instrument. 

• • • 

.1 Malice this Is a very busy time of year for' you, and Z do appreciate 
' four AAaist&no«e 

f. Pa^sss return your completed form directly to me in the enclosed envelops, 
ilr. StaulefR. Wurster, Title Z Evaluator 
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CLASSROOM TEACHER RESPONSES TO 
SURVEY ITEMS RELATED TO READING 
■SOURCE CENTERS-SECION ' 



N( 



1« In your btit tstlmatlon, do these children 
•ppter to be educational 1y disadvantaged? 

2. io you feel these children have generally 
profltted from the Reading Centers? 

9. Do you feel these children have Improved 
their reading skills? 

4. Do you feel these children have a more 
positive attitude towaros the following 
OS 4 result of their experience? 

it) Reading 
bl School 
ic) Classmates 
M Other Subjects 



S« Do you feel these children's Interest In 
Reading has changed In a positive 
direction during this school year? 

Oo you feel these children have more 
desirable work study hfblts «5 a result 
of their experience? 

7« Oo you find these children more Inclined 
to become engaged In Independent reading 
•s • Result of their experience? 

i« Oo you find these children more Inclined 
to pick up a booki pamphlet, etc. for 
purposes of leisure or free reading 
then they were before? 

f. Oo you find these children take pride 
In their work and accomplishments? 

|lO. Oo you feel that these children's self- 
Imtge has Improved during this school 
yeer? 

lit. Oo you feel these children were anxious 
to cone to the Reading Centers? 

Id. In general, do you feel that the Reading 
Centers are contributing to the Improve- 
nent of these children's reading skills? 



16 


66.7 


5 


20.8 


22 


91.7 • 


2 


8.3 


22 


91.7 


1 


4.2 


21 


87.5 


1 


4.2 


18 


7S.0 


0 


0.0 


12 


SO.O 


4 


16.7 


11 


4S.8 


7 


29.2 


19 


79.2 


1 


4.2 


11 


45.8 


4 


16.7 


6 


2S.0 


8 


33.3 


1 ^ 


37.5 


6 


25.0 1 


1 19 


79.2 

« 


3 


12.5 


18 


.75.0 


1 


4.2 


21 


87.5 


1 


4.2 


1 


87.5 


2 


8.3 



3 
0 
1 



2 
6 
8 

6 



9 

2 

5 
3 



12.5 
0.0 
4.2 



8.3 
25.0 
33.3 
2S.0 



4 16.7 



9 37.5 



10 41.7 



37.5 
8.3 

20.8 
12.5 



1 4.2 
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SECTION 1 (Contlnutd) 



1. How would you dotcr1b€ those ch11dron*t 
•tttndanco during this school year? 



U. Mould you 9IV0 your ovortll rotctlon to 
tho Roiling Conttr by choosing ono of 
tiM following: 

U) A btnoflclal progrtm vfhich Is 
fulfilling bisic reading noods 
of children, and should be 
used to benefit r.ore children. 
ib) A beneficial program which Is 
fulfilling basic reading needs 
of children, but which should 
bt. restricted to a limited no. 
of children with severe reading 
problems* 

(c) A program with limited benefits 
to children in one district, 
tnd In need of major revision. 

(d) A program which offers little 
or no opportunity for children 
to Improve their basic reading 
skills, and should be abandoned. 



RESPONSE 

EJtelucrSr 
0000 

AVERAGE 
FAIR 
POOR 
TOTAL 



10 41.7 

2 8.3 

1 4.t 

sir 



19 79.2 



3 12.8 
2 8.3 

0 0.0 
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CLASSROOM TEACHER RESPONSES TO 
SURVEY ITEHS RELATED TO CLASSROOM 
AIDES .SECTION ^ 

M 



RESPONSE 



1. Do you fool tho classroom aldo was 
offeetlvt In dealing with chlldron 
In Instructional settings? 

2. Do you fool tho classroom aldo was 
offoctlvo In dealing with you» tho 
classroom toachor> and othor.ttichtrs? 

3. Was tho aldo able to follow directions 
or plans? 

4. Old you find tho aide willing to ask 
questions when she didn't understand 
something? 

5. Did you find tho aide effective In 

controlling children? 



6. 



8. 
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Do you feel that the tralnlna program 
for tho aides assisted them in being 
more useful and capable within the 
classroon!? 

Would you give your overall reaction 
to tho classroom aide component of tht 
Title I project by choosing one of tht 
following: _ ^ ^ 

(a) A beneficial and Important 
part of the program, and Its 
loss would greatly endanger 
the effectiveness of the 
Title I program. 

(b) A beneficial and Important 
part of the program, but Its 
loss would not seriously en- 
danger the effectiveness of 
the program, 

(c) A part of the program that we 
could have done without. 

(d) A part of the program that 
didn't function long onouoh 
to really assess Its benefits. 



20 83.3 



20 83.3 



20 83.3 



20 83.3 



15 62.S 



17 70.8 
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2 8.3 



4 16.7 



1 4.2 



3 12.5 



6 25.0 



2 8.3 



NO. RESP0ND1N6 t 



i 



10 



41.7 



9 

3 



37.5 
12.5 

8.3 



2 8.3 



0 0.0 



3 12.5 



1 4.2 



3 12.5 



5 20.8 
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7. Pltito rttf tht cUsirooncaldt on tht following: 



EXCELLENT 



RATING 

ftnnn 

UUvU 




FAIR 




POOR 




"T" 


NO 


IT 


NO 




7 


29.2 


1 


4.2 


0 


0.0 


8 


33.3 


3 


12.5 


1 


4.2 


5 


20.8 


2 


8.3 


1 


4.2 


8 


33.3 


2 


8.3 


0 


0.0 


7 


29.2 


3 


12.5 


0 


0.0 


4 


16.7 


3 


12.5 


1 


4.2 


3 


12.5 


2 


8.3 


1 


4.2 


6 


?5.0 


3 


12.5 


4 


16.7 


9 


39.1 


3 


13.0 


3 


13.0 


7 


29.2 


2 


8.3 


2 


8.3 



Appearance 

Promptness 
Enthusiasm 
Personality 
Patience 
Dependability 
Cooperative 
Innovatlveness 
i) Attendance 

(Absenteeism) 
(J) Willingness to 
assume re- 
sponsibility 



•m 

16 
12 
16 
14 
U 
M 
18 
11 

8 



13 



66.7 
50.0 
66.7 
58.3 

UJ 
75.0 
45.8 

34.8 



54.2 



42 



